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them as referring to the selection of Dalrymple and Burrard for the com-
mand. Whatever interpretation be put on them, they are words which
Moore's admirers must regret. But not only does Moore himself make
no mention of them in his diary, they are not alluded to by Gastlereagh
in the official letter which Stapleton speaks of, and which Moore thought
was written ' with a view to irritate me, in the hope that I would answer
it intemperately and give them an excuse to recall me from this service.'
That letter dwells only on Moore's complaint of ' unhandsome and un-
worthy treatment,' though if the ministers wanted to get rid of Mm
nothing could have been more to the point than such a forecast of failure.
On the whole we seem justified in dismissing this story. It comes to us
at third hand with palpable blunders; it is improbable and uncorroborated;
and the foundation of fact for it cannot now be determined.

One could wish that General Maurice had printed fuller extracts
from the correspondence placed at his disposal, letters from Castlereagh,
Lord W. Bentinok, and others, with copies of Moore's replies, which' ought
to be before any historian who pretends to judge of the campaign.' What
he has given us in these two volumes is so acceptable that we have
perhaps no right to complain that he has not given us something more';
but at any rate every one will agree with him that ' the whole body of
them ought to be published together in a readable form as very valuable
historical documents.' There are two or three mistakes worth noting.
Lord Camden, the lord-lieutenant of Ireland, was not Oastlereagh's
grandfather (ii. 284), but the unole of his half-brother. General Mackenzie
Fraser is made into two generals (ii. 120, 204) and one of the two is
mixed up in the index with Colonel Kenneth Mackenzie. The name of
General Kcehler is printed Eoohler, and ' I ' should apparently be ' and' in
the ninth line of voL ii. p. 42. E. M. LLOYD.

Contemporary Prance. By GABRIEL HANOTAUX. Translated by JOHN
OHABLKS TABVBB. Vol. L 1870-1878. (Westminster: Constable. 1908.)

THIS book, the first volume of a history of France during the hut thirty
years of the nineteenth century, is worthy of the reputation of M. Hanotaux
as a statesman and a man of letters. The author could scarcely be
better qualified for the difficult task he has undertaken. He has had
access to the best sources of information. He has been initiated into the
mysteries of contemporary diplomacy—arcana perhaps less august and
important than we, the profane, are apt to suppose, yet of which a know-
ledge at first hand must be invaluable to an historian. M. Hanotaux,
-who has taken an active and important part in the warfare of political
factions, is able to understand, and, up to a certain point, to sympathise
with, the views and opinions of his opponents. That he does nothing
extenuate would perhaps be an over-bold assertion, but there is in these
pages nothing set down in malice. It may not be remarkable that a
republican should appreciate the inflexible honesty of the count of
Chambord and his determination not to accept the revolutionary flag,
the symbol of popular sovereignty, because to have done so would have
been to abandon the principle of indefeasible hereditary right, to sink to
the level of other pretenders, who courted the popular suffrage to satisfy

 at U
niversity of B

irm
ingham

 on July 2, 2015
http://ehr.oxfordjournals.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://ehr.oxfordjournals.org/


606 REVIEWS OF BOOKS July

their personal ambition, and to sacrifice the hope of conferring on his
country that rest from the feverish disquiet of a century of revolution
which might be hers under the orderly succession of a legitimate and
hereditary monarchy. For the honourable obstinacy of the head of the
house of Bourbon prevented a monarchical restoration. But it is less
easy for a Frenchman and a liberal, when reviving the memories of the
catastrophe in which the second empire involved his country, to write, as
does M. Hanotaux, without bitterness of Napoleon III and to extend the
mercy of silence to the empress Eugenie. Equally generous is the
reticence he observes when relating the acceptance at the time of their
country's financial distress of so large a pecuniary indemnity by the
house of Orleans—a theme most tempting to a political opponent. • In
what he tells us of the foreign enemies of his country, in his estimate of
their motives and of their conduct, if not absolutely impartial, he is as
nearly so as we can wish him to be.

He declines to pass judgment on the arch-enemy, on Bismarck, but
while he does full justice to his robust common sense, to his penetrating
insight, and to his masterful personality, he points out or suggests
limitations to the prince's genius and defects in the morality or
wisdom of his policy which may not be quite so obvious to an un-
biassed observer. It is, no doubt, true that Bismarck's cold reason held
in check the more generous sentiments and impulses to which he was
personally not inaccessible. But is he to be blamed because he
subordinated pity and consideration for a conquered enemy to what he
believed to be the interests of his country ? M. Hanotaux, the his-
torian of Richelieu, objects to the parallel which has been drawn between
the great cardinal and Bismarck. The former, he says, directed the
development of France in accordance with her natural genius ; the latter
diverted his country from her natural bent, from ' the lofty and ideal
aspirations of the noble German race.' But was it not necessary
for the consolidation of German unity, for the unimpeded expansion
of the newly formed nation, for security from the jealous interference
of eastern and western rivals, that the Germans should lay aside those
sentimental aspirations, which had been a source of political weakness,
and that they should return to the self-regarding and practical policy of
Frederick II ? The ' bent' of Germany, so at least we have been often told,
was too cosmopolitan and humanitarian. If Bismarck erred in the other
direction, it may have been that he allowed for the resistance and the
probable recoil of natural temperament and acquired habit. It would
perhaps have been wiser as well as more generous not to have insisted upon
the cession of Metz. The annexation of an alien and most unwilling popu-
lation was a violation of that principle of national unity and independence
on which the new empire- was founded, and by which it was possible to
justify the acquisition of Almtia. But this was a olanse in the treaty of
peace which, as M. Hanotaux admits, was not suggested and never alto-
gether liked by the chancellor, and it is not improbable that had Thiers
been better able to conceal his desire for peace Metz might have been
saved. But the crucial question is whether any generosity on the part of
Germany would have led to the abandonment by France of all intention
of again appealing to arms to wipe out the disgrace of defeat, to recover
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her supremacy in Europe, and to acquire the object of her secular
ambition, her ' natural frontier,' the left bank of the Bhine. If, as we
believe, it -would not have done so, then the German statesmen and
generals rightly judged that it was their duty to neglect no precaution
which might compel her to begin the conflict under the most unfavour-
able conditions, and the retention of this or that fortress or strip of
territory became a question of military expediency.

M. Hanotaux also suggests that Bismarck insisted on the entrance of the
German army into Paris mainly because he foresaw that it would provoke
disorder. It surely is easy to account on other grounds for his insistence
on this point, which to M. Hanotaux appears so singular. The troops ex-
pected this outward and visible sign of victory as the reward of the toils and
sufferings of the siege. Bismarck certainly was not over-scrupulous, but
to warn the French government to be on their guard, to urge them to
disarm the populace, while he fomented and counted upon an insurrection,,
was not the kind of Machiavellianism he practised. Besides it was to
his interest that there should be a settled government in France to carry
out the terms of peace.

M. Hanotaux's first volume is complete in itself. It has unity and a
hero—M. Thiers. It begins with his accession to power and his negotia-
tions in the first months of 1871, and it closes with his defeat in the May
of 1878. The character of the hero was far from perfect, nor is the
author blind to his faults, to his want of moral principles and political
convictions, to his overweening confidence in his own infallibility and omni-
scienoe. But even his faults were useful to his country. Had Thiers not
been buoyed up by a never-failing reliance on the resources of his geDius
and by an almost unreasonable optimism, he would have been overwhelmed
by the complicated and multifarious problems for which he had to find
a solution. Nor could a man more hampered by prejudices and principles
have played so dexterously on the fears and hopes of the royalist majority,
so skilfully have used the opposition of the left to any exercise of ' con-
stituent ' authority by the assembly, as to induce the right to declare him
' President of the French Bepublic,' and thus formally to recognise a
constitution they were determined not to establish. So great were the
services of Thiers to his country in restoring order to the administration
and the finances, in reorganising the army, and in laying the foundations
of the republic, that common gratitude requires a Frenchman to deal
gently, as does M. Hanotaux, with his failings.

M. Hanotaux sometimes affects an emphatic and rather spasmodic
sententiousneas, which in the original would perhaps remind us of
Victor Hugo, but in this translation recalls Mr. Punch's irreverent parody
of ' Quatre-vingt treize.' It is indeed a pity that so interesting and
important a work should be so carelessly translated. It is scarcely
possible to turn to any page without being annoyed by some slipshod,
ungrammatical sentence, or by one which can only be understood when
turned back into French, or by some word used in a sense which is not
English; and this is the more to be regretted because the type, illustra-
tions, and general appearance of the volume are decidedly attractive.

P. F. WrCLEBT.
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